In the late 2000s, numerous prominent public commentators raised concerns that corruption scandals were harming Britain's ability to play a leadership role in anticorruption initiatives abroad. With a view to contributing to critical criminological scholarship on international policy transfer and double standards in criminal justice policy and practice, this article explores the extent to which reputational damage curtailed Britain's appeal as an anti-corruption mentor in South-East Europe during the 2000s.
Introduction
Over recent years there has been growing criminological interest in the effects of intersections between global and transnational realities, on the one hand, and national experiences of crime and crime control, on the other. A significant segment of such interest has been directed at exploring the international diffusion of criminal justice policies and practices. To date, much of the criminological research on policy transfer has addressed the manner in and extent to which policies and practices have actually been reproduced in different jurisdictions, the broader ramifications and the desirability of policy transfer, as well as factors that facilitate or impede the international transfer of policies and practices (including, for example, Cohen 1988; Bayley 2001; Bowling and Sheptycki 2012; Hills 2009; Newburn and Sparks 2004; Muncie 2005; Jones and Newburn 2007; Wacquant 2009; Crawford 2009; Walters 2006 , Blaustein 2015 . Although some attention has been drawn to the branding and marketing of national 'models' of criminal justice policies and practices for export (e.g., by Ellison and O'Reilly 2008) , the role and impact of national reputation on policy transfer has not itself attracted sustained concern in this context. Given the prevalence of assumptions -particularly as propounded by non-governmental campaign groups -about the significance of national reputation in the international arena, as well as the breadth of scholarship providing validation to such beliefs, there are, nevertheless, strong grounds for bringing consideration of national reputation into critical criminological analyses of policy transfer.
One area of criminal justice policy and practice that intersects national and international arenas, and in which issues of national reputation have been deeply embedded, is corruption. This morally-loaded and contested term has commonly been used to refer to a very wide array of practices ranging across petty and grand forms of illegitimate and often illegal exchange and exploitation. Whilst the most widely accepted definition of corruption has been 'the abuse of public office for private gain', growing recognition of the intermeshed nature of public and private sectors and significance of business-to-business corruption have contributed to the rise of more expansive conceptualisations, such as that promoted by the foremost international anti-corruption campaign group, Transparency
International: 'the abuse of entrusted power for private gain' (Holmes 2015) . In Britain, corruption has emerged over recent decades to become a significant public concern, and both domestic-and foreign-oriented anti-corruption policies have steadily climbed amongst the priorities of successive governments. Notwithstanding recent strident critiques levelled against the country as an unrivalled hotbed of corruption, Britain has long enjoyed internationally a reputation for probity in its domestic arena, which has legitimated and strengthened the leadership role it has taken in promoting so-called 'good governance' reforms abroad. Indeed, Britain has been a key proponent of anti-corruption reforms across the world, especially within regions considered to suffer from poor governance and high levels of corruption, such as the Balkans. Yet -as testified by political and media discourse as well as by public opinion polls-the 2000s saw domestic and international perceptions of Britain's anti-corruption credentials deteriorate, not least because of scandals involving British companies abroad, including in those same geographic areas where British efforts to engender anti-corruption policies have been concentrated. Damage to Britain's reputation in the field of corruption led, moreover, to alarm being voiced about its impact upon the country's ability to encourage and assist the development of good governance agendas around the world.
To date, whilst much critical criminological scholarship has drawn attention to double standards in criminal justice policies and practices, the ramifications of evident hypocrisy for the efficacy of criminal justice policies and practices has been less scrutinised, particularly as concerns the potential for extra-jurisdictional impacts. Studies from other fields have nonetheless suggested that national reputational damage does trigger negative international ramifications, and that evident hypocrisy in state behaviour generates foreign policy costs. Drawing on these studies, we explore the thesis that successive corruption scandals involving British officials and companies should have reduced foreign receptivity to British involvement in anti-corruption initiatives, thereby undermining the effectiveness of policy transfer. We begin by reviewing the factors that have been found to shape the effectiveness of policy transfer, before focusing on role that national reputation plays in the international arena and in the effective diffusion of policy abroad. We then consider the ways in which states seek to promote their reputation by advancing policy change abroad, the target audience and efficacy of such efforts, and the factors that can help to insulate self-promoting states from reputational damage. After summarising Britain's historic reputational strength in the field of anti-corruption and the reputational damage the country has accrued in this area over recent years, we move on to examine British involvement in anti-corruption efforts in the Balkans. Drawing on sources ranging from official documentation, academic analysis, and media content, to interviews with practitioners, we evaluate the impact of corruption scandals surrounding official and nonofficial British interventions that occurred in the region over the same decade.
Policy transfer, national reputation and hypocrisy costs
Research on international policy transfer has proliferated over recent years and whilst there are multiple definitions of policy transfer in common usage, one that is apt for the purposes of this article is that by Stone (1999) : 'a dynamic whereby knowledge about policies, administrative arrangements, or institutions is used across time or space in the development of policies, administrative arrangements and institutions elsewhere.' This definition reflects the reality that policy transfer may not necessarily be initiated or coordinated by state authorities alone. The definition also points to the intangible quality of policy transfer that has led to the continued circulation of doubts about the extent to which the phenomenon itself is ultimately provable (see further Evans 2004) . Notwithstanding this important caveat, policy transfer literature has drawn attention to the various ways in which policy transfer does appear to take place across a spectrum of relational contexts, from those that are voluntary to those that are characterised by duress, and which produce a range of outcomes, from more faithful reproductions of policy and practice to entirely superficial or substantially reconfigured adaptations (see further Hough 2006) . Several factors are believed to be highly significant in determining the degree of success in replicating the policies and practices that are the object of export or import. As a starting point, it has been argued that policies are more easily diffused when they are championed by major actors in the international arena. This is partly because major actors can marshal daunting reserves of coercive power that encourage policy adoption (see, e.g., Nadelmann 1990 , Andreas and Nadelmann 2006 , Weyland 2006 , Efrat 2012 , and partly because their very strength as actors makes them attractive examples to follow, encouraging the belief amongst potential acolytes that their policies are 'legitimate, appropriate and modern' (Linos 2013) . The tendency for states to bandwagon around the policies of powerful actors is further encouraged by the imperative on decision-makers of recipient states to look for shortcuts as a means of dealing with information overload, drawing them towards reforms that are more familiar rather than necessarily more appropriate for adoption. Additionally, the efficacy of policy transfer also depends on the level of insulation of national decision-making structures from exogenous pressures, national as well as international (Schrad 2010, David-Barrett and Okamura 2016) , and on a state's capacity to implement the necessary changes to both policy and related practice (Jones and Newburn 2007 , Börzel and Risse 2003 , Lord 2014 . Capacity itself is a highly complex quality to evaluate; aside from the practical matter of appropriate types of institutional frameworks and levels of resources to fulfill the demands of policy implementation, there is the matter of the degree of cognitive attachment felt by those tasked with undertaking reform that will also influence the depth and reach of change, even if such sentiment can ultimately be cultivated over time (Risse and Sikkink 1999) .
Whilst implicitly interwoven in the themes set out above, national reputation has elsewhere been explicitly acknowledged as a significant factor in international affairs and one that deserves attention in its own right. Thus, for example, research on international security and foreign policy analysis has found the importance of demonstrating a reputation for resolve to have repeatedly propelled national decision-makers into otherwise irrational or costly policies of foreign intervention (Mercer 1996; Press 2006; McCourt 2011) .
National reputations for reliance have equally been shown to shape patterns of international alliance formation (Crescenzi et al. 2012) . It has been suggested that the reputational costs involved in submitting to foreign pressures are key to understanding why coercive threats by stronger states can fail to achieve their objectives over weaker states (Sescher 2010) .
And reputational decline has been found to stimulate intransigence amongst foreign states threatened with sanctions, which are less likely to modify their behaviour when they know that recent similar threats were not carried out (Peterson 2012) . Even in contexts where the prospect of coercion is more indirect, reputation has still been shown to be an important variable. It has been found, for example, that states with poor reputations for corruption control are at higher risk of facing 'aid fatigue' on the part of donor states (Bauhr et al. 2013 ) and that human rights organisations can impose material costs upon states in which human rights abuses are common by magnifying the reputational risks of doing business in such countries for foreign firms (Barry et al. 2012 ).
Much has also been written in recent years about the reputational dimension of socalled 'soft power' -the ability to engender shared outcome preferences amongst others by dint of attractive example-setting -enjoyed by stronger actors in the international system, such as the US and the European Union, as well as the reputational damage these actors incur by being perceived as maintaining double standards in their pursuit of policy (see, e.g., Nye 2002; Cooper 2001; Leonard 2007; Diez and Manners 2007; Chandler 2006 'hard' and 'soft' power relationships in international politics, then, national reputation has been identified as playing an influential role, and reputational damage has been found to produce substantive costs abroad within a short to medium timeframe.
Promoting national reputation: audience, efficacy, and damage insulation
In recent years, whilst states have more consciously engaged in efforts to promote their reputation internationally, the intended audience for such efforts has primarily been domestic. The post-Cold War era has seen a growing appetite for promotional imagebranding on the part of stronger and weaker states alike (van Ham 2002; Anholt 2009), apparently girded by the conviction that successful marketing skills can generate 'soft power' over public opinion (Nye 2004; Wang 2006) , but the relative significance of domestic and foreign publics as targets of such efforts has appeared to be contingent on the specific goals being pursued. Furedi (1997) This low level of accountability raises doubts about the importance to stronger states of reputation building amongst foreign publics through policy promotion abroad. In addition, however, the fact that it is also relatively uncommon for a strong state's agenda to be entirely derailed by a negative reputation amongst a foreign public suggests that foreign perceptions of the reputational standing of a self-promoting stronger state may matter less than expected not only to the self-promoting state itself, but also to its foreign counterpart.
In the case of the US, for example, whatever the discomfort and enhanced risks provoked by a worsening reputation and the rise of popular anti-Americanism across the globe, it has not proved sufficient to utterly undermine the fundamentals of the relationship between the US and its allies, whose interests remain intricately and firmly bound together (Lynch and Singh 2008; Anholt 2009 ).
Nonetheless, to the extent that foreign state elites are the audience targeted by the reputation-building efforts of policy-makers, the success of such endeavours are ultimately determined by the contextual framework of extant interstate alliances and interests. As Mercer (1996) and Press (2006) have underlined, the relationship between a self-promoting state and its foreign counterparts is not actually one that the self-promoting state may easily manipulate through soft power strategies such as reputation management. Whilst the degree of 'friendship' between a self-promoting state and an observing state is central to the interpretative act of reputation building (Mercer 1996) , the impression formed by the latter of the former's credibility is influenced by promotional efforts to the extent that these are materially substantiated rather than based simply on empty rhetoric or gestures (Tomz 2007; Anholt 2009; Peterson 2012) . Between adversaries, moreover, conventional forms of hard power tend to remain the ultimate determinants of this act of interpretation (Press 2006 ).
In sum, when national self-promotion is targeted at foreign audiences, its scope for impact is conditioned by the recipient state's interpretation of the material and strategic context to its relationship with the self-promoting state. What, then, shapes the potential for national reputational damage to trigger costs abroad? Four factors appear to be crucial in determining the likelihood and magnitude of hypocrisy costs: national meta-capital, elite socialization, the broader strategic environment, and the diplomatic skills of the reputationally compromised state.
High levels of meta-capital -the combined symbolic power of a state's conventional power assets -help to insulate a state's reputation in any particular policy area from costs that would otherwise be inflicted following reputational damage. 2 Thus, for example, in the early 1990s, the British government was able to mislead financial markets over its exchange rate policy even though its actual record in this policy area had undermined the credibility of official pronouncements. The markets were misled because they overlooked British reputational decline in pertinent policy and chose instead to determine the credibility of government statements on the basis of the respect and prestige the country had accrued from expending other forms of social capital (Hassdorf 2007: 148) .
It is this very fungibility of symbolic power (its potential to be successfully transposed from one issue area to another), allied with the practical convenience of stereotyping that it facilitates, that can account for the 'stickiness' of good and bad national reputations alike. 3 At the same time, responses abroad to reputational damage are also influenced by the foreign audience's own stock of national meta-capital. When facing the exposure of double standards in the policies of a self-promoting state, stronger allies can better afford to react publicly than weaker allies, whether with criticism or derision. The reserves of meta-capital held by a strong observing state are also more likely to be adequate to temper or challenge an exculpatory discourse propounded by a self-promoting state in the aftermath of a scandal. By contrast, elites in an observing state with low meta-capital may find it more expedient to remain receptive, at least rhetorically, to the stronger state's reputation.
What nevertheless traverses both stronger and weaker observing elites amongst international allies is a sufficient degree of socialization that allows them to appreciate and tread sensitively around the 'rules of the game'. 4 Drawing on Reisman (1979) , 'socialization' here refers to familiarization with two normative systems that underpin the relationship between official guidelines and official behaviour, and which effectively constitute double standards: the so-called 'myth system' and the 'operational code' to which state elites adhere. These systems are distinguished by the evident discrepancy between an officialised normative system that is supposed to apply but which does not actually govern action by key official or effective state actors (i.e., the 'myth system'), and the expectations and demands that are, although informally, sanctioned and practiced by this elite (the 'operational code'). Amongst international allies, socialised elites have more disincentives than incentives -both domestically and internationally -to imply that double standards are the norm or, indeed, to suggest that a reputational failing in an ally state represents anything more than an aberration in its record.
Foreign willingness to overlook reputational damage afflicting a fellow state can also be facilitated by contextual pressures that are extraneous to the particular bilateral relationship at hand. Such selective vision and self-censorship have been argued at times to have shaped the language and actions of states seeking membership of the European Union.
In the context of the 'conditionality' of the application process, applicant states have been induced to demonstrate harmonization with EU policies even when the bar appears to have been set higher for applicant states than met by some that are already members of the Union (see, e.g., Warner 2007).
Finally, hypocrisy costs abroad may also be mitigated by the effective wielding of diplomatic skills by official and unofficial representatives and emissaries of the reputationally damaged state. Effective diplomacy is a means by which states whose reserves of meta-capital are rivalled in the international arena can compensate for their lack of absolute advantage. Thus, for example, it has been suggested that for some countries, the brash and overbearing style of engagement characteristically attributed to US officials has made the latter less appealing as bilateral partners in crime prevention than the avowedly 
British involvement in fighting Balkan corruption
Recent British experience in seeking to provide leadership and mentoring to anti-corruption efforts in South-East Europe raises a question mark over the common expectation that national reputational damage in the field of anti-corruption produces substantive costs abroad. During the 2000s, Britain played a leading role in calling for and assisting the efforts of South-East European states to fight corruption, and providing support and advice on a bilateral basis as well as in the context of preparations being undertaken by prospective member-states to join the EU. British corruption scandals, and particularly those associated with the Balkan region, ought to have diminished local receptivity to anti-corruption advice and assistance from the UK. Yet receptivity to British mentorship remained high in countries aspiring for EU membership at the rhetorical and formalistic level, undergirded by the growing salience of corruption as a public concern in those countries, the progression of EU accession that involved ever more stringent anti-corruption demands from the EU, the perceived high status of British mentoring expertise in general, and the diplomacy of British mentoring practices that tended to sustain the palatability of British anti-corruption interventions abroad.
We trace below the extensiveness and impact of British anti-corruption leadership in the region over the course of the 2000s, paying particular attention to British engagement in Romania and Bulgaria: two states which joined the EU in 2007 but encountered exceptional criticism from the EU en route to accession due to their perceived failure to control corruption (Ivanov 2010) . In so doing, we note not only official engagement directed by the British government but also the activities of those who effectively operated as unofficial British emissaries: corporate actors who are associated with Britain as their 'country of origin' (and whose own branding implicitly capitalises on this association), yet who have varying degrees of autonomy from the British state. 7 Within this framework, we consider particularly the local scandals that tarnished Britain's reputation for probity and the ramifications of reputational damage for British anti-corruption mentoring in the region.
Britain and EU enlargement to the Balkans
EU enlargement has served as a crucial backdrop to British involvement in the fight against corruption in the Balkans, providing justification, inducement and financial support for such efforts. Within the context of the enlargement agenda, the European Commission has funded a twinning programme involving the secondment of member-state officials to the administrations of candidate countries, and the area of justice and home affairs (including anti-corruption) has tended to attract more applications than others (European Commission 2006a). In an effort to make this process "demand-driven", the Commission has also allowed candidate governments to choose their twinning partner from EU member-states that submitted competing proposals. Member-states have informally specialized in different policy areas, and Britain has traditionally been a popular choice of partner due to its reputation for its expertise in anti-corruption as well as in other security fields, and has been ready and able to participate as such. 
Mitigating the impact abroad of corruption scandals
Several factors appear to have played a role in inhibiting the reputational damage incurred by Britain in the Balkans in the field of anti-corruption. considerable familiarity with both the liberal norms and values they were expected to display and the elasticity by which such norms and values could be translated into the internally-and outwardly-directed policies and practices of European institutions and member-states. In the early 1990s, international advice focused on fast privatisation and liberalisation, largely ignoring the attendant risks of corruption. Whilst the EU and its member-states had subsequently placed significantly more emphasis on the need for anticorruption reforms (and strongly criticised Romania and Bulgaria for making inadequate progress), they had been far more equivocal about strengthening their own capacities for fighting corruption (Warner 2007) , and had actually demonstrated greater flexibility than promised in their stance towards corruption in candidate countries (Gallagher 2009 (Gallagher , 2010 . advocacy, and the avoidance of overtly prescribing Britain as the model to be followed, was in line with the approach British officials had fruitfully pursued whilst agenda-setting in other policy areas internationally (see, e.g., Bulmer et al. 2007 ). More generally, British diplomats and advisers were more discreet and less prone to presenting their own country as a model to be emulated, and this appears to be one reason why Britain proved less likely than the US to incur backlash against its involvement in anti-corruption efforts. By contrast, Washington's ambassadors in Bulgaria, Romania and elsewhere in the region provoked ire with blunt remarks about corruption that triggered objections about foreign interference (Tudor 2003) .
Crucially, receptivity to British anti-corruption advice did not inevitably translate into effective policy transfer. Although Balkan countries welcomed British anti-corruption advisers, they did not necessarily heed their advice at the implementation phase, a phase that Tisné and Smilov rightly describe as "crucial" (Tisné and Smilov 2004: 62) .
Nevertheless, as with "Europe", Britain's historically ingrained association with progress and modernity proved resilient to what could otherwise be considered reputational setbacks, and the UK thus continued to enjoy its status and appeal as an anti-corruption mentor in South-East Europe. Conversely, extensive international media coverage of "Balkan" corruption and organised crime, sometimes evoking negative stereotypes of the region, reflected these countries' lower reserves of symbolic meta-capital and left them relegated once again to the receiving end of global scrutiny and advice on fighting corruption.
Conclusion
Our review of British engagement in anti-corruption efforts in the Balkans has affirmed that the national reputation can be an important determinant of foreign receptivity to advice and mentorship, but has found that receptivity is nevertheless an unreliable indicator of the effectiveness of policy transfer at the level of implementation. The negligible impact of a gamut of international and domestic corruption scandals involving the UK upon the country's anti-corruption engagements in the Balkans indicates, moreover, that the risks of hypocrisy costs to both foreign receptivity to mentorship and the effectiveness of policy transfer have tended to be over-estimated -at least in discourse -by anti-corruption campaigners and critics alike.
Even where national reputational damage directly relates to the area of expertise being promoted abroad, stronger states appear to be better insulated from reputational damage and associated costs than their weaker counterparts. This appears especially the case when both local circumstances and the broader international environment incentivise elites from weaker states to demonstrate receptivity to expertise emanating from stronger states. Indeed, where elites from both mentor and mentee states have engaged in anticorruption initiatives with other strategic goals in mind, the potential of hypocrisy costs to impede successful policy transfer appears negligible. To this extent, British anti-corruption efforts in South-East Europe may be interpreted as reproducing patterns of 'collision and collusion' in donor-recipient relations that have been identified elsewhere as having been prevalent in the region over the course of the 1990s (Wedel 1998 ).
Our review of British anti-corruption mentoring in the Balkans has suggested, furthermore, that processes of socialisation complicate policy transfer efforts, and that messages communicated abroad by agenda-setting actors tend to be far more mixed than intended. In turn, rather than being blinkered to all but the performances intended for their consumption by an agenda-setting actor, observing audiences may be alert to the complexity of lessons to be drawn from agenda-setting actors and design their own responses accordingly. Last but not least, our study suggests that even a preponderant reserve of national meta-capital cannot guarantee high levels of foreign receptivity to policy mentorship by a strong state where the very style of delivery makes policy advice unpalatable.
